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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This communication is in response to Applicant's Amendment and Response 
("Amendment") to Office Action dated May 4, 2005, mailed November 4, 2005, and received by 
PTO November 30, 2005. 

1-1. Claims 1, 5-7, 9, and 13-15 have been amended. Claims 4 and 12 have been canceled. 
Claims 1-3, 5-11, and 13-16 are pending. 

1-2. Claims 1-3, 5-11, and 13-16 have been examined and rejected. 



Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Appropriate correction is required. 

2-1. It appears that "I gb", as described in the last line of page 3 in Applicant's Amendment 
received November 30, 2005, should be "1 gb". 

2-2. It appears that "Tasks D1-D4 in FIG. 4", as described in the last line of page 4 in 
AppHcant's Amendment received November 30, 2005, should be "Tasks D1-D3 in FIG. 4". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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4. Claims 1-3, 5-11, and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

4-1 • The amended claim 1 recites the limitations, "prepartitioning the set of couplings to 
produce data and control partitions" and "interleaving the preallocated data and control 
partitions" in lines 8 and 1 1 of the claim respectively, which do not appear to have support in the 
original disclosure. For example, as shown in the block 214 of FIG. 2 and described in the 
specification at page 30, lines 10-1 1, the method interleaves the data and code partitioning. 
Therefore, producing and interleaving control partition do not appear to have support in the 
original disclosure. 

Furthermore, claim 1 recites the limitation, "preallocating each coupling in the set of 
couplings to one of the plurality of computing resources" in lines 9-10 of the claim, which does 
not appear to have support in the original disclosure. For example, as described in the 
specification at page 29, lines 21-23, "Pre-allocation also has positive and negative categories, 
similarly capturing tasks that are required to be allocated either on or away fi-om, a specific 
platform". Therefore, preallocating each coupling to computing resource does not appear to 
have support in the original disclosure. 

4-2. The amended claim 9 recites the limitations, "prepartitioning the set of couplings to 
produce data and control partitions" and "interleaving the preallocated data and control 
partitions" in lines 9 and 12 of the claim respectively, which do not appear to have support in the 
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original disclosure. For example, as shown in the block 214 of FIG. 2 and described in the 
specification at page 30, lines 10-1 1, the method interleaves the data and code partitioning. 
Therefore, producing and interleaving control partition do not appear to have support in the 
original disclosure. 

Furthermore, claim 9 recites the limitation, "preallocating each coupling in the set of 
couplings to one of the plurality of computing resources" in lines 10-1 1 of the claim, which does 
not appear to have support in the original disclosure. For example, as described in the 
specification at page 29, lines 21-23, "Pre-allocation also has positive and negative categories, 
similarly capturing tasks that are required to be allocated either on or away firom, a specific 
platform". Therefore, preallocating each coupling to computing resource does not appear to 
have support in the original disclosure. 

4- 3. Claims not specifically rejected above are rejected as being dependent on a rejected 
claim. 

5. Claims 1, 5-7, 9, and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and/or use the invention. 

5- 1. Claims 1 and 9 recite the limitation "determining a coupling strength" and claims 5-7 and 
13-15 recite the limitation "the coupling strength is determined". However, how to determine a 
coupling strength is unclear for one skilled in the art based on the disclosure. For example, as 
described in Table 6 at page 21, a timing strength will have maximum (=10) strength if "Time > 
minimum" and have low (=1) strength if "Time < maximum". Therefore, when "minimum < 
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Time < maximum", the timing strength will be both maximum (=10) strength and low (=1) 
strength. In other words, without undue experimentation, it is unclear for one skilled in the art 
how to determine a timing strength and then determine a coupling strength. 
5-2. Claims 1 and 9 recite the limitation "said couplings including couplings selected from the 
group comprising: control couplings, data couplings and peripheral couplings". However, for 
example, when only peripheral couplings are selected it is unclear for one skilled in the art how 
to "prepartitioning the set of couplings to produce data and control partitions" based on the 
peripheral couplings only. 

6. Claims 1-3, 5-11, and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, because 
the specification, while being enabling for "prepartitioning the set of couplings" after coupling 
strength has been calculated for every coupling as shown in blocks 210 and 212 of FIG. 2 and 
described in the specification at pages 26-29, does not reasonably provide enablement for 
"prepartitioning the set of couplings" by only "determining a coupling strength for a coupling in 
the set of couplings" as recited in claims 1 and 9. The specification does not enable any person 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly cormected, to use the 
invention commensurate in scope with these claims. In other words, "determining a coupling 
strength for a coupling in the set of couplings" does not reasonably provide enablement for 
"prepartitioning the set of couplings" which depends upon the coupling strength of every 
coupling. 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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8. Claims 2, 3, 10, and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

8-1. Claim 2 recites the limitation "interleaving the data and the code segment of each of the 
components" in line 3 of the claim. It is unclear and indefinite because, as recited in claim 1, 
"the components having a data and a code segment". In other words, the data and the code 
segment of individual component do not exist because all the components together only have a 
data and a code segment as recited in claim 1. 

8-2. Claim 3 recites the limitation "interleaving the data and the code segment of each of the 
components" in line 4 of the claim. It is unclear and indefinite because, as recited in claim 1, 
"the components having a data and a code segment". In other words, the data and the code 
segment of individual component do not exist because all the components together only have a 
data and a code segment as recited in claim 1. 

8-3. Claim 10 recites the limitation "interleaving the data and the code segment of each of the 
components" in line 5 of the claim. It is unclear and indefinite because, as recited in claim 9, 
"the components having a data and a code segment". In other words, the data and the code 
segment of individual component do not exist because all the components together only have a 
data and a code segment as recited in claim 9. 

8-4. Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "interleaving the data and the code segment of each of the 
components" in line 5 of the claim. It is imclear and indefinite because, as recited in claim 9, 
"the components having a data and a code segment". In other words, the data and the code 
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segment of individual component do not exist because all the components together only have a 
data and a code segment as recited in claim 9. 

Recommendations 

9. For clarification purposes, the Examiner suggests the following replacement. 

9-L In claim 5, the Examiner suggests that "the coupling strength is determined" in line 2 of 

the claim be replaced with "the coupling strength of the control coupling is determined". 

9-2. Li claim 6, the Examiner suggests that "the coupling strength is determined" in line 2 of 

the claim be replaced with "the coupling strength of the data coupling is determined". 

9-3. hi claim 7, the Examiner suggests that "the coupling strength is determined" in line 2 of 

the claim be replaced with "the coupling strength of the peripheral coupling is determined". 

9-4. hi claim 13, the Examiner suggests that "the coupling strength is determined" in line 2 of 

the claim be replaced with "the coupling strength of the control coupling is determined". 

9-5. In claim 14, the Examiner suggests that "the coupling strength is determined" in line 2 of 

the claim be replaced with "the coupling strength of the data coupling is determined". 

9- 6. In claim 15, the Examiner suggests that "the coupling strength is determined" in line 2 of 
the claim be replaced with "the coupling strength of the peripheral coupling is determined". 

Applicant's Arguments 

10. Applicant argues the following: 

10- 1. §1 12 Rejection of the Claims 
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(1) "Applicant has amended claims 1, 9, 5-7 and 13-15 to address the items raised in 
paragraphs 6-1 to 6-4 of the Office Action" (page 9, paragraph 3, Amendment). 

(2) "Thus according to table 6, when the timing is at or near the minimum endpoint, the 
timing strength is 10. When the timing is at or near the maximum endpoint, the timing strength 
is 1" (page 9, paragraph 4, Amendment). 

(3) "Applicant has amended claims 1 and 9 to address the items raised in paragraphs 9-1 
to 9-3 of the Office Action" (page 9, paragraph 5, Amendment). 

10- 2. §102 Rejection of the Claims 

(4) "Applicant has amended claims 1 and 9 to include subject matter that has been 
indicated as allowable" (page 10, paragraph 1, Amendment). 

Response to Arguments 
11. Applicant's arguments have been fiilly considered. 

11- 1. Response to Applicant's argument (1). The amendment of claims 1 and 9 does not 
appear to have support in the original disclosure as detailed in sections 4-1 to 4-3 above. 
11-2. Applicant's argument (2) is not persuasive. Applicant's argiunent does not appear to 
have support in the original disclosure. As described in Table 6 at page 21, a timing strength will 
have maximum (=10) strength if "Time > minimum" and have low (=1) strength if "Time < 
maximum". 

11-3. Applicant's argument (3) is persuasive. The rejections of claims 1-16 under 35 U.S.C. 
1 12, second paragraph, in Office Action dated May 4, 2005, have been withdrawn. 
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11-4. Applicant's argument (4) is persuasive. The rejections of claims 1-3 and 9-11 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b), in Office Action dated May 4, 2005, have been withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to Applicant's 
disclosure. 

Reference to Sasagawa et al., U.S. Patent 6,675,155 B2 issued January 6, 2004, and filed 
May 20, 1998, is cited as disclosing grouping nodes which are coupled in a high coupling 
strength to each other into a hyper node. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi-om the 
Examiner should be directed to Hemg-der Day whose telephone number is (571) 272-3777. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 - 17:30. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist: (571) 272-2100. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Kamini S. Shah can be reached on (571) 272-2279. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained fi"om the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained fi-om either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Hemg-der Day ^T//^ 

January 26, 2006 /I'l^ .1 




